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-- The MAILING DATE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address ~ 
Period for Reply 



A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) OR THIRTY (30) DAYS, 
WHICHEVER IS LONGER, FROM THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1.136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 133). 
Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1 .704(b). 

Status 

1 )K Responsive to communication(s) filed on 07 June 2004 . 
2a)D This action is FINAL. 2b)S This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 11, 453 O.G. 213. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) ^ Claim(s) 1-20 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) D Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) ^ Claim(s) 1-20 is/are rejected. 

7) Q Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) ^ The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10)Q The drawing(s) filed on is/are: a)D accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1 .85(a). 

Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 
11 )□ The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-152. 

Priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119 

12)^ Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 19(a)-(d) or (f). 
a)E3 All b)Q Some * c)Q None of: 

1 Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

2. Q Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 

3. D Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 

application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 
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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . Claims 1 -20 are pending for the examination. 

Priority 

2. Receipt is acknowledged of papers submitted under 35 U.S.C. § 1 19(a)-(d), which papers 
have been placed of record in the file. 

Specification 

3. The disclosure is objected for following reasons. 

The title of the invention is neither precise nor descriptive. A new title is required which 
should include, using twenty words or fewer, claimed features that differentiate the invention 
from the Prior Art. It is recommended that the title should reflect the gist of or the improvement 
of the present invention. 

Correction is required. 

Claim Objections 

4. Claim 1-10 are objected for following reasons. 

Claim 1 lines 5-6 has two different optical discs claimed, "an optical disc" in line 5 and 
also an optical disc in line 6. It is not clear if there are two different discs or it is the same disc. 
Specification does not disclose two different optical discs. 
NOTE: typographical error is assumed. 

Corrections are required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 U.S.C. § 112 

5. The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of making and 
using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the art to which it pertains, or with which it 
is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out 
his invention. 

Claims 7-9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, first paragraph, as containing subject 
matter which was not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one 
skilled in the relevant art that the inventors, at the time the application was filed, had possession 
of the claimed invention. 

Page 5, discloses "a second deflecting member and that it is mounted on the moveable 
portion". The specification does not disclose at all how these first and second deflecting 
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members are related to each other, and how the aberration correcting member is placed in 
between them and more importantly why this part is placed in between these two deflectors". 

6. The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming 
the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claims 7-9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite for 
failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as 
the invention. 

Claim 7, line 2-5 are confusing and unclear. It is not clear how "the second defecting 
member deflecting the beam deflected said first deflecting member". How can a beam deflect a 
physical deflecting member? 

Claim Rejections - 35 U.S.C. § 102 

7. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. § 102 that form 
the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

Claims 1-4, 6, 11-14 and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Yokoyama et al., US. patent 5,161,040 (hereafter Yokoyama). 

As to claim 1, Yokoyama discloses the invention as claimed, an optical disc drive, [see 
Figs. 9 & 1 1] including an optical head including a stationary portion and a movable portion and 
an aberration correcting lens, comprising: 

an optical head [fig. 11, unit 100] including a stationary portion [fig. 1 1, unit 104] and a 
movable portion [fig. 11, unit 102], said movable portion supporting an objective lens [fig. 11, 
unit 1 14] for converging a beam emitted from said stationary portion on an optical disc [fig. 11, 
unit 104], said movable portion moving radially across an optical disc [col. 9, line 39 to col. 10, 
line 27]; 

an aberration correcting lens [fig. 11, unit 1 16] that corrects aberration caused by said 
objective lens, said aberration correcting lens being mounted on said movable portion so as to be 
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movable in a direction substantially orthogonal to a movable direction of said movable portion in 
accordance with a variation of the aberration caused by said objective lens [col. 3, line 56 to col. 
4, line 28; & col. 9, line 39 to col. 10, line 27]; 

8. The aforementioned claim 2, recites the following elements, inter alia, disclosed in 
Yokoyama: 

said aberration correcting lens is mounted on said movable portion movably in a direction 
parallel to the optical disc [col. 10, lines 14-27]. 

9. The aforementioned claim 3, recites the following elements, inter alia, disclosed in 
Yokoyama: 

said aberration correcting lens is mounted on said movable portion movably in a 
direction perpendicular to said optical disc [col. 10, lines 9-56] 

NOTE: Claims 2 & 3 simply claiming a how a carriage [movable portion] works. Also the 
carriage has to move in both direction to be any practical use and it inherently does that. 

10. The aforementioned claim 4, recites the following elements, inter alia, disclosed in 
Yokoyama: 

a first deflecting member [fig. 11, unit 106] mounted on said movable portion, said first 
deflecting member deflecting the beam emitted from said stationary portion in the direction 
orthogonal to the movable direction of said movable portion, wherein said aberration correcting 
lens is disposed on an optical path of the beam deflected by said first deflecting member [col. 9, 
line 39 to col. 10, line 27]. 

1 1 . The aforementioned claim 6, recites the following elements, inter alia, disclosed in 
Yokoyama: 

said first deflecting member is a mirror [unit 106] [col. 9, line 39 to col. 10, line 27]. 



12. As to claim 1 1, it is rejected for the similar reasons set forth in the rejection of claim 1, 
above. As to added limitation of a carriage that moves across the disc; Yokoyama discloses unit 
102 which function as carriage and moves across the disc. 
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13. As to claims 12-14, they are claims corresponding to claims 2-4 respectively and they are 
therefore rejected for the similar reasons set forth in the rejection of claims 2-4 respectively, 
above. 



14. As to claim 16, it is rejected for the similar reasons set forth in the rejection of claim 6, 
above . 

Claim Rejections - 35 U.S.C. § 103 

15. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth 
in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 5, 10, 15, 17-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Yokoyama as applied to claims 1-4, 6, 1 1-14 and 16 above. 

As to claims 5, 15 and 18, Yokoyama discloses all of the above elements including a 
mirror and a prism [fig. 9, unit 82] for deflecting the beams. Yokoyama does not specifically 
disclose that prism is being used as a first or second deflecting means. 

However Yokoyama clearly discloses the use of prism as a deflecting means [fig. 9 and 
col. 8, lines 34-55]. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to provide the system of Yokoyama with prism in 
place of mirror as first or second deflecting means as taught by Yokoyama in fig. 9. The 
application or use of the prism as taught by Yokoyama would have been obvious, because the 
prism performs the same function in the same way as the mirror of Yokoyama' s system, and is 
an equivalent element. One of ordinary skill in the art would have recognized that the prism was 
equivalent and an obvious alternative to mirror of system of Yokoyama. 

16. As to claims 10 & 20, Yokoyama teaches all of the above components. Yokoyama does 
not teach use of a plate spring supporting the aberration lens. "Official Notice" is taken that both 
the concept and the advantages of providing a spring are well known and expected in the art. It 
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would have been obvious to include a plate spring to support the lens in the system of Yokoyama 
as this spring are known to provide the support, reduce vibration and provide movement in 
desired direction. These concepts are well known in the art and do not constitute a patentably 
distinct limitation, per se [M.P.E.P. 2144.03]. 

17. Regarding claim 17, Yokoyama disclose a second deflecting member [fig. 11, unit 113]. 
Yokoyama does not specifically disclose that the second defecting member is also located in the 
moving portion or that the aberration correcting lens is placed between first and second 
deflecting members . The limitations in claim 17 do not define a patentable distinct invention 
over that in Yokoyama since both the invention as a whole and Yokoyama are directed to 
moving the aberration correcting lens and objective lens together so as to correct the aberration. 
The placement of the related parts in movable portion or in stationary portion presents no new or 
unexpected results, so long as the aberration is corrected and the assembly is moved in a 
successful way. If one can fit more parts in moving portion one does that, if less space in moving 
portion one places parts in a stationary portion. Therefore, to have placed both deflecting 
members in a same moving portion and placing lens between these two parts would have been 
routine experimentation and optimization in the absence of criticality. 

Also it should also be pointed out that shifting location of the parts in the system is well 
known in the art. It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill at the time of the 
invention to have rearranged these two deflecting members and aberration lens in the system of 
Yokoyama because doing so would make the beams project in same direction as that of original 
projection of beams from the laser sources. As shown in " In re Japikse 86 USPQ 70 (CCPA 
1950)" these adjustments such as to shift location of parts generally not given patentable weight 
or would have been obvious improvements. 

18. As to claim 19, it is rejected for the similar reasons set forth in the rejection of claim 6, 
above . 

19. A search based on the best understanding of the claims has been made to find the most 
pertinent art, but no statement about invention will be appropriate at this time regarding the 
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allowableness of claims 7-9 and no art rejection will be made in this office action regarding the 
claims 7-9, due to the speculation required to interpret the claims because of their indefiniteness 
under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, 1st and 2nd paragraphs as noted above (see In re Steele, 134 USPQ 292). 
NOTE: A typographical error is assumed with respect to claims 7-9 and if this is true, they are 
also rejected for the similar reasons set forth in rejection of claims 17-19 above. 



20. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 

a) Ueda et al. (US. Patent 6418108). 

b) Tanaseetal. (US. patent 6944104). 

c) Shimanoetal. (US. patent 6791934) 

d) Maruyama et al. (US. patent 6667943) 



21 . Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Gautam R. Patel whose telephone number is 571-272-7625. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Thursday from 7:30 to 6. 

The appropriate fax number for the organization (Group 2650) where this application or 
proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Mr. Dwayne Bost, who can be reached on (571) 272-7023. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application should be 
directed to the Electronic Business Center whose telephone number is 866-217-9197 or the 
USPTO contact Center telephone number is (800) PTO-9199. 
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